Ryden et al. [1] contribute to a growing literature on instrument development as it pertains specifically to statedpreference methods. In their article ''Discrete choice experiment attribute selection using a multinational interview study: treatment features important to patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus'', they describe how they used both literature reviews and qualitative methods to inform the development of a discrete-choice experiment. Such articles have received more attention as researchers seek to be more transparent on the development of their studies [2] [3] [4] . Guidance by the US Food and Drug Administration has emphasized the need for patient-preference studies to be patient centered, relevant, and understandable with limited bias in the interpretation of choice tasks [5] . These types of study qualities can only be ensured through deliberate instrument development.
It has been increasingly recognized that instrument development is crucial to ensure that important issues in stated-preference instruments are correctly specified and that choice tasks elicit patient preferences accurately [6] . Despite existing rigorous standards for stated-preference methods [7] , including recommendations for experimental design [8] and statistical analysis [9] , Ryden et al. rightly note that there is little in the way of consensus-based standards for instrument development. Standards on instrument development would emphasize the importance of the instrument development process and enable more clarity and consistency in reporting [6] .
In recent years, several research groups have developed and shared frameworks for the development of statedpreference instruments. Coast et al. describe instrument development as the identification and refinement of attributes [10] . Kløjgaard et al. discuss the value of a qualitative process [11] . DosReis et al. discuss rigorous qualitative methods to select, validate, and prioritize attributes [12] . Janssen et al. propose a five-step framework that can be adapted to fit the research objective of different studies [13] . Additionally, Hollin et al. discuss strategies to engage various stakeholders in instrument development [14] . Different instrument development processes emphasize different strategies, have different objectives, and can contain different approaches, as presented in Fig. 1 . These different approaches take advantage of the knowledge and experience of various stakeholders, such as patients, caregivers, clinicians, regulators, or industry representatives. Not one instrument development process is necessarily preferred over the other and processes should be selected based on the research objective and question. We have found the greatest success in instrument development for our stated-preference studies by combining different processes and by incorporating the perspectives of different stakeholders [13] .
Evidence reviews can optimize the existing knowledge on a topic of interest. Evidence can be extracted from clinical trials if the objective of the research is to compare two competing treatments or medical devices [15] . Attributes and levels can also be directly extracted and synthesized from published preference studies, an approach Ryden et al. took to identify potential attributes for This editorial refers to the article available at doi:10.1007/s40271-017-0225-0.
& Ellen M. Janssen ejanssen@jhu.edu treatment preferences in diabetes mellitus. They did not consider the literature reviews and the synthesis of attributes that had already been conducted on preferences and diabetes [13, [16] [17] [18] . Qualitative methods during the development process can serve to gain an increased understanding of the patient experience and to identify a range of attributes that might play into treatment choices. The most common qualitative research methods employed in instrument development are focus groups [3] or one-on-one interviews [19] . Ryden et al. showed that by carefully considering the attribute identification process, including cultural factors, it is possible to conduct extensive qualitative work across different countries. Their study process might have been facilitated through the engagement of stakeholders in each of the study countries before interviews commenced. During engagement, stakeholders are repeatedly engaged with the study throughout all stages of instrument development and have an active voice in research conduct [14] . Stakeholder engagement can be especially useful to ensure that the development process and the instrument itself are acceptable and relevant to the study population of interest [20] .
After attribute identification, the next step in the instrument development process concerns attribute refinement [10] . This often includes pretest interviews and pilot testing [13] . Pretesting generally consists of cognitive interviews with research participants focused around refining a draft instrument. Pretesting can help narrow down the set of attributes, can identify issues with the description of attributes to minimize miscomprehension, and can help identify issues that can impede participants from successfully completing the choice tasks [2, 3] . Pilot testing is a small-scale roll-out of the developed survey instrument. It can be used to demonstrate feasibility of a preference study in a new research area and generate hypotheses for relative preference weights [21] . Pilot testing can also reveal problems with the quantitative patterns in responses, identify dominant attributes or attributes that are insensitive to level differences, or generate priors on the preference estimates that can be used for the experimental design of the full-scale survey [13] .
More researchers need to follow the example set by Ryden et al. and report on instrument development separately from preference estimation results. Standards on instrument development are needed to ensure that this is done in systematic, valid, and replicable manner. Transparently reporting on and publishing the instrument development process ensures that studies undergo some form of quality control through the peer review process. Presentation of developmental processes through peer-reviewed publications, conferences, and other professional forums can also help disseminate these results [22] . Now that a base literature on instrument development exists, researchers need to be sure to consult this growing literature. This will ensure that they are grounding their developmental work in evolving good research practices and that innovation does not happen in a vacuum. Publishing on the instrument development process in detail is essential in advancing stated-preference methods and ensuring highquality stated-preference studies. Fig. 1 Processes employed in the instrument development of stated-preference studies
